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Abstract 
Students Feedback Online (SuFO) is an online system that is used to evaluate the overall teaching and learning components in 
terms of lecturer’s quality assurance and performance, content and infrastructure. In view of the importance of SuFO, a reliable
instrument is deemed necessary for the evaluation of students’ perception of a lecturer's quality assurance and performance, 
content and infastructure in higher education in Malaysia. The objective of this study is to investigate the perception of students 
towards SuFO survey. This study was conducted at one of the campus of a public university in the centre region of Sarawak, 
Malaysia using a survey to investigate the perception of students towards SuFO survey. A total of 158 full time diploma students
completed a questionnaire about views on the perceptions of students towards SuFO survey. The questionnaire had high internal 
consistency whereby the alpha value reported to be 0.863 for 30 items. Analysis of the students’ perception by gender (on 
independent samples t-test) showed that there is a significant difference in mean perception rating between male and female 
students (p<0.05). Analysis of the students’ perception by semester (using ANOVA (analysis of variance)) showed that there is a
significant difference in mean perception rating across different semesters (p<0.05). Analysis of the students’ perception by 
ethnicity (using ANOVA) revealed no significant difference in mean perception rating across different ethnicity. In conclusion,
this study has presented evidence that male students and female students rated different with respect to the perception toward 
SuFO survey. In fact male students rated significantly higher when compared to female students. On the other hand, students 
with lower parts tended to rate higher when compared to students with higher parts. It is hoped that this study offers new 
knowledge to the scope of research within this field and promotes further studies in countries abroad. 
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1. Introduction 
 Nowadays, the advancement of internet-based technology has provided us with many benefits, especially in 
higher education. Technology allows us to simplify our daily work, thus adding more values to our productivity.  
Teaching and learning is one of the core activities within higher education, such as universities and colleges. To 
measure the effectiveness of the teaching and learning process, surveys involving student ratings have become 
necessary for administrative review. This can be achieved by using student evaluation of teaching (SET). Toward 
the end of every semester, college and university students complete a summative review of their course throughout 
their undergraduate programs. Otani, Joon Kim and Cho (2012) suggested that students’ feedback will have an 
impact on the modification, transformation and improvement in future lecture formats and materials, course 
requirements, assessment methods, classroom management and interactions. Online student course evaluation were 
facilitated to save time and cost, compared to the previous traditional paper-based evaluation which is more 
cumbersome. Kuhtman (2004) indicates the benefits of online course evaluations, including time and cost savings, 
quick reporting on the results, as well as improved quality and quantity of student comments. Students will be able 
to do the evaluation anytime they wish, without any influence from the faculty (Anderson, Cain & Bird, 2005). 
     In Malaysia, as said by Sahol Hamid (2010), every lecturers has the responsibility in teaching and sharing 
knowledge in the best possible way. Feedback from Students Feedback Online (SuFO) can be used to improve the 
teaching and learning process which may result in creating a high quality teaching and learning process in Universiti 
Teknologi MARA (UiTM) Malaysia. Students Feedback Online (SuFO) is an online system that is used to evaluate 
the overall teaching and learning components in terms of lecturer’s quality assurance and performance, content and 
infrastructure. (HEA UiTM, 2010). In view of the importance of SuFO, a reliable instrument of evaluation for 
lecturer's quality assurance and performance, content and infrastructure in all UiTM campuses in Malaysia is 
deemed necessary. SuFO can be carried out by incorporating the new and contemporary innovation with high 
technology. This study seeks to contribute to UiTM's system by providing more evidence of elements that influence 
students’ perception towards SuFO survey. The findings of this study may help the administration to set up a more 
efficient and reliable instrument of evaluation for all UiTM campuses in Malaysia. It will also help to improve the 
quality and operation of the teaching and learning process. The objective of this study is to investigate the 
perception of students towards SuFO survey. The research question asks “What is the perception of students towards 
SuFO survey in higher education?”  
2. Literature review 
    The literature review is further elaborated in the following sections, including student evaluation of teaching 
(SET) in higher education, traditional versus online evaluations methods and views on SET implementation.
2.1 Student evaluation of teaching (SET) in higher education 
Normally, college and university students will make assessments of the teaching they receive throughout their 
undergraduate programs near the end of every semester. Otani, et al. (2012) stated that the most frequent format 
used for SETs is questionnaires with rating scales. The students’ feedback will help to improve on the lecture 
formats and materials, course requirements, assessment methods, classroom management and interactions. 
McKeachie (1997) and Pike (1998) described that data from SET can be used as a guide for the instructors to be 
conscious of their strength and weaknesses in teaching so that they can improve their teaching effectiveness, 
consequently enhancing student learning quality. A recommendation has been made at the United Kingdom (UK) 
2007 National Conference on Student Evaluation regarding data from SETs. Data from SETs can be more 
effectively and efficiently used in improving the quality of teaching when the institution identifies influential aspects 
on the overall teaching performance of instructors, disseminate the outcomes and a timely response (Griffin & Cook, 
2009). 
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Research by Haskell (1997) states that student evaluations of faculty members were first implemented at the 
University of Winsconsin in the early 1920s with a purpose to collect feedback from students so that the faculty 
would be more aware of the student needs. The principal use of SET is well-defined as a primary indicator of 
teaching effectiveness of college and university instructors, as well as essential in the process of promotion and 
tenure decisions, annual reviews and reappointment determinations (d’Apollonia & Abrami, 1997; McKeachie, 
1997; Pike, 1998). According to a research by Donovan, Mader and Shinsky (2006), supported by Lovric (2006) the 
purpose of having faculty course evaluations as a decision-making tool, to affect professional and career 
advancement, promotion and tenure. Furthermore, uses of SETs in terms of administrative and individual have been 
well accepted by the academic community (Otani, et al., 2012). 
2.2 Traditional versus online evaluations methods 
Online student course evaluation (OSET) save time and cost, compared to traditional paper-based evaluation. 
Kuhtman (2004) contends that there are benefits and limitations with online course evaluations, including time and 
cost savings, quick reporting on the results, as well as improved quality and quantity of student comments. Students 
will be able to do the evaluation anytime they wish, without influence from the faculty (Anderson, et al., 2005). In a 
previous study by Layne, DeCristoforo & McGinty (1999), they reported that electronic instructor evaluations are 
preferred by students over the paper-based ones. Another study by Ravelli (2000) on a focus group have revealed 
that the benefits of online evaluation includes ease of use, anonymity of the students, and allows the students to 
input more thoughtful remarks than the traditional paper evaluation method. 
However, there are several disadvantages of using online evaluation method. Students are required to have 
computer access to complete the evaluation process (Anderson et al., 2005). Internet connection is required to 
enable access. Previous researches also have highlighted reasons why faculties prefer traditional evaluation method 
over online method, namely because of its higher rate of return and more accurate responses (Dommeyer, Baum, 
Chapman & Hanna, 2002). Besides that, Ravelli (2000) also suggested that online evaluation methods are protested 
due to concerns and beliefs that it produces lower quantitative results, frequent negative comments, lower rate of 
return from students, and students having different motivation to express satisfaction or dissatisfaction toward their 
instructors. Lovric (2006) has commented that the major concern in Internet surveying with online student course 
evaluation (OSET) is coverage bias or bias due to sampled students unwilling to access the Internet thus can elicit 
lower student response rates. 
2.3 Views on SET implementation 
Gezgin (2011) suggested the expected grade and current GPA to be included in SET to minimize the potential 
biases caused by students. The perception of students on their teachers or instructors’ characteristics has also been 
described as a potential bias factor. One particular good example is RateMyProfessor.com (RMP), which is a 
website where students can evaluate and rate their respective professor which is popular in United States, Canada 
and United Kingdom. Felton, Mitchell and Stinson (2004) suggested that students tend to rate better for instructors 
who is attractive for them. In contrast, the elderly instructors are more likely to get less rating (Gezgin, 2011).  
    Ahmadi, Helms & Raiszadeh (2001), Crumbley, Henry & Kratchman (2001), Dwinell & Higbee (1993) found 
that students believed that their assessments were an effective mean of voicing their opinions about instructors’ 
teaching. Several factors such as the level of the class being taught, students’ interest in the subject matter before 
enrolling in the class, the size of the class, the gender, the grades, the rigor of the course, the instructor’s warmth-
inducing behaviour, students’ characteristics, instructor characteristics, course difficulty and other characteristics 
can potentially affect an instructor’s evaluation by the students (Martin, 1998; Greenwald & Gillmore, 1997; Marsh, 
1987; Habson & Talbot 2001). 
    According to Brockx, Van & Mortelmans (2012), students’ comments in SET are important for instructors. The 
answers to these questions have a greater potential to influence the instructors, than statistical reports (Alhija & 
Fresko, 2009). The analysis of students’ comments in SET can provide useful insight into aspects of teaching and 
courses that are important to students. However, Alhija & Fresko (2009) reported that the research about students’ 
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comments in SET is still limited and results show great variation. Moreover, the narrow finding about students’ 
comments is limited to studies conducted at universities in the United States, Israel and Australia. Thus, this study is 
carried out to contribute to this relatively small body of knowledge in Malaysia context. 
3. Methodology 
    This study was conducted at one of the campus of a public university in the centre region of Sarawak, Malaysia. 
This is a survey research which aimed to investigate the perception of students towards SuFO survey. A total of 158 
full time diploma students completed a questionnaire about views on the perceptions of students towards SuFO 
survey. The questionnaire in this study was taken and modified from Ahmad and Hana (2007) and MicroSIFT 
(1982). According to Ahmad and Hana (2007), the language of all problematic items in their questionnaire was 
simplified in consultation with the students after their pilot study result. The MicroSIFT (1982) questionnaire was 
properly documented in terms of its validity and reliability with reference to the Northwest Regional Educational 
Laboratory, Portland, Oregon. In this study, the questionnaire was constructed based on Ahmad and Hana (2007) 
and MicroSIFT whereby the items were taken and modified accordingly from these two sources, for example, the 
term of ‘program’ was changed to ‘SuFO’. In this study, the questionnaire was distributed and collected after the 
students completed the SET questionnaire in order to investigate the perception of students towards SuFO survey 
(items 1-30 on the questionnaire). The questionnaire for this study had high internal consistency whereby the alpha 
value reported to be 0.863 for 30 items.  
   The data collected were analyzed by using IBM SPSS Statistics 20. Several factors were identified to potentially 
affect an instructor’s evaluation such as the level of the class being taught (Marsh, 1987); the size of the class 
(Greenwald & Gillmore, 1997); the gender (Habson & Talbot, 2001); students’ characteristics and the course 
difficulty (Martin, 1998). Descriptive statistics were generated on the students’ perception by gender, semester, 
ethnicity and number of siblings. Independent samples t-test and ANOVA were carried out to determine if there is 
any significant difference in students’ perception across different demographic factors. Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficients were calculated to identify correlations, if any, between students’ perception and number of 
siblings. 
4. Finding
    This section reports on the findings of the data analysis that was carried out to investigate the perception of 
students towards SuFO survey. The findings are further divided into students’ perception by gender, semester, 
ethnicity and number of siblings. 
4.1 Students’ perception by gender 
 Out of the total of 158 students, 51 were male students whereas 107 were female students. Table 1 shows mean 
perception rating for male students was 3.61 whereas mean perception rating for female students was 3.24.
Table 1. Group statistics. 
Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
mean_perception 
Male 51 3.6078 .59097 .08275 
Female 107 3.2385 .35910 .03472 
 For analyzing students’ perception by gender, the independent samples t-test was carried out. The finding in 
Table 2 showed that there is a significant difference in mean perception rating between male and female students 
(p<0.05). On average, male students were significantly more agree towards SUFO survey (mean=3.6078) as 
compared to female students (mean=3.2385). 
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4.2 Students’ perception by semester
 For analyzing students’ perception by semester, ANOVA (analysis of variance) in Table 4 showed that there is a 
significant difference in mean perception rating across different semesters (p<0.05). Based on Table 3, on average, 
semester 1 students (mean=3.5666) rated significantly higher than semester 2 students (mean=3.0693). Semester 1 
students were more agree towards SUFO survey as compared to semester 2 students. There are no significant 
difference in the mean perception for semester 3 until semester 6 students (p>0.05). Mean perception for semester 3 
until semester 6 students are ranging from 3.23 to 3.36. 
Table 3. Descriptive statistics on the students’ perception by semester. 
 N Mean 
Std.
Deviation
Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Minimum Maximum 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
1 40 3.5666 .54528 .08622 3.3922 3.7410 2.80 4.97 
2 13 3.0693 .25282 .07012 2.9165 3.2220 2.59 3.40 
3 48 3.3447 .41085 .05930 3.2254 3.4639 2.50 5.00 
4 8 3.2272 .36614 .12945 2.9211 3.5333 2.70 3.82 
5 32 3.2622 .44762 .07913 3.1009 3.4236 2.31 4.62 
6 17 3.3644 .56637 .13736 3.0732 3.6556 2.63 5.00 
Total 158 3.3577 .47781 .03801 3.2826 3.4328 2.31 5.00 
Table 4. ANOVA on the students’ perceptions across different semesters. 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3.264 5 .653 3.046 .012 
Within Groups 32.578 152 .214 
Total 35.843 157 
4.3 Students’ perception by ethnicity 
 For analyzing students’ perception by ethnicity, ANOVA results in Table 6 revealed no significant difference 
(p>0.05) in mean perception rating across different ethnicity. As there is no significant difference across different 
ethnicity, hence, there is no need to carry out Post-Hoc test. In addition, the mean ratings across the different ethnics 
were consistent based on the results shown in Table 5. Mean rating for Malay was 3.2804; mean rating for Iban was 
3.4956; mean rating for Melanau was 3.2879; mean rating for others was 3.3801. 
Table 2. Independent samples t-test. 
Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed)
Mean
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
mean_ 
perception 
Equal 
variances
assumed 
16.545 .000 4.859 156 .000 .36934 .07601 .21920 .51949 
Equal 
variances
not assumed 
4.116 68.151 .000 .36934 .08974 .19028 .54841 
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics on the students’ perception by ethnicity. 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Malay 66 3.2804 .45938 
Others 25 3.3801 .52749 
Iban 45 3.4956 .51092 
Melanau 20 3.2879 .36750 
Total 156 3.3594 .48063 
Table 6. ANOVA on the students’ perceptions across different ethnicities. 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1.36 3 .453 2.000 .116 
Within Groups 34.447 152 .227 
Total 35.806 155 
4.4 Students’ perception by number of siblings
 The output generated in the ANOVA in Table 7 implied that there was no significant difference in the mean 
perception rating across different number of siblings. The mean perception ratings across different number of 
siblings were consistent. In addition, the correlation analysis was carried out to investigate if any possible significant 
correlation was found between mean perception and the number of siblings. The result in Table 8 indicated that 
there was no significant correlation between mean perception and the number of siblings.  
Table 7. ANOVA on the students’ perceptions across different number of siblings. 
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1.943 9 .216 .998 .444 
Within Groups 31.141 144 .216 
Total 33.084 153 
Table 8. Correlations between students’ perceptions and number of siblings. 
siblings number mean_perception 
siblings number 
Pearson Correlation 1 -.100 
Sig. (2-tailed) .216 
N 154 154 
mean_perception 
Pearson Correlation -.100 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .216 
N 154 158 
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5. Conclusion 
    In conclusion, this study has presented evidence that male students and female students rated different with 
respect to the perception toward SuFO survey. In fact, male students rated significantly higher as compared to 
female students. As reported by Huston (2005), the issue of gender bias in teaching evaluations is a huge area of 
controversy in the literature. Small scale studies that only examine one discipline are more likely to find a gender 
bias in course evaluations. However, in most comprehensive studies that carefully control for other biases and that 
compare student evaluations across multiple disciplines, researchers have not found a statistically significant 
difference in the average course evaluations for male and female instructors (Santhanam & Hicks, 2002). 
On the other hand, students with lower parts tended to rate higher as compared to students with higher parts. This 
finding was found consistent with Campbell, Steiner & Gerdes (2005) who reported that student evaluation of 
teaching scores are influenced by accumulated effects of a wide variety of variables that are both uncontrollable 
(e.g., gender, age and race of instructors; class size; starting time; class with primarily quantitative content) and 
controllable (e.g., instruction delivery mode, time allocation for different activities) by instructors. For analyzing 
students’ perception by ethnicity, ANOVA results revealed no significant difference in mean perception rating 
across different ethnicity. 
The above findings revealed the needs to investigate the students’ perceptions of students’ evaluations of 
teaching (SuFO in this study) as in-depth overviews can be collected through the study. According to Ahmad and 
Hana (2007), the majority of students felt that the university should continue to have students evaluate their 
instructors and that the students’ evaluations of teaching enables students to voice their opinions about teaching. 
Also, the study reported that students’ perceptions of students’ evaluations of teaching were influenced by their 
gender, academic status and grade point average. 
It is hoped that this study will stimulate the scope of research within the similar area and promoting more studies 
pertaining to other countries abroad. Replicating this study in other contexts is necessary as this action can provide 
more in-depth feedback concerning the similar area. It is also hoped that web-based surveys will enlarge the utility 
of the evaluation system to improve teaching and learning quality. 
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